Abstract: When international observers criticize the quality of elections, do these expert evaluations reflect 'Western/American' values? Or are there universal global norms of electoral integrity and malpractice which are shared by ordinary people living in diverse cultures? To consider these issues, Part I of this paper unpacks the core concept of electoral integrity. Part II introduces a new battery of nine items carried for the first time in the 6 th wave of the World Values Survey (WVS) 2010-12. This battery is designed to gauge perceptions of common types of electoral integrity and malpractice. Part III describes the results of the survey. Part IV then compares mass perceptions in each country against five summary indices based on expert evaluations. The conclusion summarizes the main findings and considers their implications. coincide. On the other hand, if mass perceptions diverge from expert assessments, then we need to understand the reasons for these contrasts, which could reflect technical and methodological differences in measurement, or a genuine lack of consensus in the normative standards used for evaluating the quality of elections.
Electoral integrity and electoral malpractice have generated a growing body of research among both the academic and policymaking communities. The burgeoning literature has started to explore many issues, focusing upon three questions: when do elections meet international standards of electoral integrity? When do they fail to do so? And what can be done to mitigate these problems? New datasets have sought to quantify and measure the quality of elections. 1 Research has used techniques of electoral forensics, expert evaluations, and randomized control field-experiments to detect the distribution and analyze the causes of electoral malpractice. 2 Scholars have explored the potential impact of flawed contests, notably for the persistence of autocracy, regime transitions, and processes of democratization by elections. 3 Studies have also sought to evaluate the effectiveness of policy remedies designed to deal with this problem, including the monitoring role of electoral observers, strengthening the capacity of independent election management bodies, and reforming the legal framework regulating party finance and campaign media. 4 Before seeking to address these issues, however, it is important to consider the comparative evidence and metrics. In particular, when international observers criticize the quality of elections, do these expert evaluations reflect 'Western/American' values? Or are there universal global norms of electoral integrity and malpractice which are shared by ordinary people living in diverse cultures? If there are indeed universal norms, then public perceptions and expert evaluations should be observed to coincide. On the other hand, if mass perceptions diverge from expert assessments, then we need to understand the reasons for these contrasts, which could reflect technical and methodological differences in measurement, or a genuine lack of consensus in the normative standards used for evaluating the quality of elections.
To consider these issues, Part I of this paper first unpacks the core concept of electoral integrity, understood here as shared international principles and standards of democratic elections which apply universally to all countries and which can occur at any stages during the electoral cycle, including the pre-electoral period, the campaign, and polling day and its aftermath. Violations of electoral integrity constitute electoral malpractices. Part II introduces a new battery of nine items carried for the first time in the 6 th wave of the World Values Survey (WVS) 2010-12. This battery is designed to gauge perceptions of common types of electoral integrity and malpractice. This survey remains in the field but the available data available allows us to compare public opinion in eight diverse nations, such as Zimbabwe, Nigeria and Ukraine, utilizing the logic of the 'most different' comparative strategy. Part III describes the survey results and Part IV then compares mass perceptions of electoral integrity in each country against several summary indices reflecting expert evaluations. The conclusion summarizes the main findings and considers their implications. The study demonstrates that the domestic public living in Uruguay, Estonia, and Ghana perceives relatively high standards of electoral integrity in their own country, coinciding with expert judgments. Cases where ordinary people prove more critical of flaws in electoral integrity include Nigeria, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, and Zimbabwe, again largely consistent with expert evaluations. The correlations between mass and expert evaluations are statistically weak, however, although this is partly the result of the small number of cases. Kazakhstan appears to be something of an outlier, however, as the public in this country reports more positive views of electoral processes than expert evaluations would lead us to suspect. Thus overall in most cases there does appear to be a shared consensus between mass and elite evaluations, supporting the argument that universal normative principles and global standards can be used to evaluate violations of electoral integrity.
I: The concept and components of electoral integrity
Challenges arising from elections have been highlighted recently by diverse events, including mass protest in Moscow following Vladamir Putin's reelection to the Presidency, by Haitian riots in Portau-Prince triggered by allegations of electoral fraud, and by deadly inter-communal violence in postelection Nigeria. Elsewhere reports suggest that many other elections are commonly marred by problems such as limits on equal ballot access for opposition parties, pro-government media bias, maladministration in electoral registers, and vote-rigging at the count. Confidence in the electoral process, popular participation, and even regime legitimacy are thought to be corroded by such practices. 5 We can expect long-established democracies to be sufficiently resilient to overcome minor flaws in electoral integrity, such as Floridian 'hanging chads' during the 2000 American presidential contest and questions about mail-in ballots during the 2005 UK elections. Established democracies have accumulated deep reservoirs of regime legitimacy over successive elections. 6 They have also developed robust institutional mechanisms for legal appeals and the redress of grievances. It is widely feared that in the absence of these conditions, for instance in states holding elections as part of the peace-building process, such as Afghanistan and the Democratic Republic of Congo, flawed contests may heighten the dangers of instability, violence and even civil war. 7 It is therefore important to understand the nature of these challenges and what can be done to avoid these problems.
The notion of 'electoral integrity' is gaining in popular usage as an all-encompassing way to conceptualize many related problems. 8 Nevertheless this complex idea remains under-theorized and several related notions present alternative ways to frame similar issues, both negative terms such as 'electoral malpractice', 'flawed elections', 'manipulated contests', and 'electoral fraud', as well as positive, where elections are described as 'credible', 'acceptable', 'genuine', or the standard rhetoric of 'free and fair'. 9 Before considering questions of measurement, therefore, is important to establish a clearer conceptualization. In this study, the core notion of 'electoral integrity' refers to agreed international principles and standards of elections, applying universally to all countries worldwide throughout the electoral cycle, including during the pre-electoral period, the campaign, and on polling day and its aftermath. Conversely, electoral malpractice refers to violations of electoral integrity. Let us unpack this understanding. 14 The guidelines reflect a broad consensus within the international community about the normative principles and standards which should guide many basic aspects of electoral processes, such as the need for an independent and impartial electoral authority, equal and universal suffrage, equal opportunities for candidates and parties to run for elected offices, and rights to freedom of expression.
(i) Agreed international standards
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These standards provide the legal mandate for electoral activities by intergovernmental organizations, including the deployment of observer missions evaluating the quality of elections, as well as the guiding framework for United Nations agencies and international NGOs when providing electoral assistance for member states. At the same time, many dimensions of elections which are generally agreed at the level of fairly abstract principles have not yet been translated into practical standards. Political finance illustrates these issues. The United Nations has established agreement about certain minimal provisions governing political finance standards, notably in the Article 7(3) in the UN Convention against Corruption adopted in 2003, which specifies the need for transparency, in accordance with domestic law, in the funding of candidates for elected public office and the funding of political parties. 16 The Council of Europe has gone further on these matters, while IFES has collected global practices on disclosure, spending limits, party subsidies, and enforcement mechanisms for regulating political finance. 17 The international community has not yet endorsed more detailed working standards; hence despite the importance of money in politics, it remains difficult to establish a legitimate global yardstick to evaluate financial practices.
(ii) Universal standards
The second component of this conceptualization understands the concept of electoral integrity as universally applicable, where violations of shared principles and standards have the capacity to undermine the quality of elections in every society, including in long-established democracies. Odinga, refused to accept the result, accusing the incumbent party of vote rigging. The dispute triggering days of urban riots, leading to an estimated 1,300 deaths and 250,000 displaced persons. The conflict was only settled eventually by a brokered power-sharing deal among the two main protagonists, but the communal violence may well have undermined public confidence in the electoral process and in the coalition government. Mansfield and Snyder warn that elections held after peace-settlements in fragile states have the capacity to trigger further conflict, rather than strengthening the peace process. 24 For all these reasons, concern about electoral integrity has become of increasing priority for the international community during the third wave era of democratization. Today only a handful of states continue to be ruled by absolute monarchies and emirs, such as Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Brunei, and UAE, without even the fig-leaf of direct elections for the lower house of national parliaments. 25 The growth in the use of direct elections worldwide has been accompanied by increasing concern about the unevenness of their quality. The international community has responded to these developments with 27 Local election watch and media watch NGOs supplement these activities, along with attempts to strengthen the independent media and civil society organizations. The international community's work on electoral integrity is perhaps the most visible part of a much larger set of initiatives designed to strengthen democratic governance -although not necessarily the area receiving the most investment in recent decades. The international community's efforts to assist states seeking to strengthen democratic governance, although remaining a relatively modest amount of overall development aid, have expanded to an estimated US$5 billion annually. 28 During the last decade the UNDP alone has invested from US$1.2 to $1.5 billion every year to programs strengthening democratic governance in 130 developing countries worldwide, out of a total budget of around $5m. Recent initiatives by the UNDP include launching the Global Programme for Electoral Cycle Support (GPEC) in 2009, designed to help countries improve their electoral laws, processes and institutions and to enhance the participation of women in electoral processes.
(iii) The cycle of electoral integrity
The international community has also moved towards understanding that electoral assistance and electoral observation should not be focused purely upon election-day, or even on the short-term period of the official campaign. Instead, elections should be seen as a sequential process or cycle involving a long series of steps. As the ACE project suggests, the cycle involves all stages in the process of elections: "from the design and drafting of legislation, the recruitment and training of electoral staff, electoral planning, voter registration, the registration of political parties, the nomination of parties and candidates, the electoral campaign, polling, counting, the tabulation of results, the declaration of results, the resolution of electoral disputes, reporting, auditing and archiving. After the end of one electoral process, it is desirable for work on the next to begin: the whole process can be described as the electoral cycle."
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The most visible types of electoral malpractice involve illegal acts on polling-day or immediately afterwards, such as vote tabulation fraud, carousel voting, or ballot stuffing. In fact, however, problems can occur at any stage in the electoral cycle. As Sarah Birch emphasizes, the more technical and subtle forms of malpractice, through the strategic manipulation of the legal framework governing elections, occur well in advance of polling day, and these may also be the least visible to observers. 31 This can include designing overly restrictive or cumbersome nomination requirements for gaining ballot access, patronage appointments eroding the independence of broadcasting regulatory bodies and the management of state-controlled television channels, the partisan gerrymandering of constituency boundaries to favor incumbents, or the passage of restrictive voter registration laws, discouraging turnout. These types of legal strategies are also less likely to incur critical media headlines, international condemnation, and domestic protests than more overt forms of intimidation and corruption at the ballot box on polling day. The idea of an electoral cycle is also similar to the way that Andreas Schedler understands the notion, as he suggests that problems of democratic elections involve a 'menu of manipulation' which ranges sequentially from restrictions on the range of electoral offices through the formation and expression of preferences to the consequences of voting choices. 32 If conceived in this way, breaking any single link in the chain is capable of undermining the democratic quality of elections.
Electoral malpractices may also arise from intentional restrictions on democratic human rights, such as where autocratic rules seek to manipulate electoral rules unfairly to limit opposition, but they may also be caused by maladministration and lack of governance capacity, such as administrative errors in registration rolls, or the state's lack of capacity to maintain security.
Therefore as conceptualized and defined by this study, to recapitulate, electoral integrity reflects elections held in accordance with internationally-agreed standards and principles. Electoral malpractice involves practices which violate agreed international standards and principles, which may potentially occur in any country around the world, and which may also involve any stage in the long sequential cycle of electoral processes, including the pre-electoral period, the campaign, and polling day and its aftermath.
II: Measuring the concepts of electoral integrity and malpractice
Given this conceptualization, it is important to establish valid metrics. Descriptive narrative case studies provide rich insights into how specific practices violate agreed standards of elections and deepen our understanding of how violations of electoral processes work in particular countries and regions.
Cases are also invaluable for building more general causal theories. 33 Any measures of electoral integrity should meet acceptable standards for scholars and practitioners, striking a careful balance across several competing criteria. 34 Ideally indicators should be conceptually valid, meaning that the empirical data and aggregate measures relate logically and consistently to the overarching notion which is being operationalized. Transparent methods should be used for gathering data and then constructing summary indices, so that evidence can be subject to scrutiny and replication tests by independent scholars or observers, using consistent scientific methods and standard techniques. Measures should also be universally generalizable, rather than idiosyncratic, so that they can be applied to monitor elections held in diverse global cultural regions, under different types of regimes, and during alternative time-periods. To have any practical impact, indices of electoral integrity should ideally also be politically legitimate, meaning that they are regarded as authoritative and usable by the international community and domestic stakeholders. They also need to be measured with sufficient precision to allow analysts to identify the source and gravity of any violations of electoral integrity, and thus determine suitable remedies, rather than being so abstract and general that they prove too blunt for accurate diagnosis.
[ Tables 1 and 2 about here]
As summarized in Tables 1 and 2 Ukraine. These are invaluable for within country assessments, although the lack of a standardized questionnaire in the IFES surveys hinders their use for cross-national analysis.
Surveys vary when measuring how people see the quality of elections and most have used one or two simple proxy or summary measures (see Table 1 ), such as asking respondents about their perceptions of the honesty or fairness of the contests. For example, the 2005 Gallup International surveyed perceptions of 'free and fair' elections among citizens in 65 countries around the globe, reporting that opinion was equally divided between those who believed that elections in their own country are free and fair (47%) and those who do not (48%). 35 In the same survey, only one third of the public thought that their own country was governed by the 'will of the people'. Thus general concern about the quality of elections appears to be widespread among the general public but such evidence does not establish the cause of any perceived problem, such as whether those expressing negative judgments were most critical of the fairness of electoral officials, the role of the news media or fraud at the ballot box. Gallup International also unfortunately amended the question included in their annual international survey to gauge perceptions of electoral integrity, preventing comparison of a consistent time-series.
Where mass and expert assessments diverge, there are several reasons why mass surveys are to be preferred. Firstly, and perhaps most importantly, representative surveys allow evaluations to be disaggregated below the national level, for example to analyze whether perceptions about the quality of elections vary, as might be expected, among winners and losers of the contest, as well as among young and old, rich and poor, college graduates and illiterate populations with minimal schooling, urban and rural populations, women and men, those heavily reliant for news from state-controlled TV and those tuned into social media, and so on. In addition, social surveys monitor the perceived concerns or actual experience of elections among a representative sample of the public living within each country.
Inferences are drawn about public opinion in each country, based on estimates of the margin of error and probability. By contrast, expert assessments reply upon more ad-hoc sources as there is no sampling frame of 'experts' on electoral integrity, such as electoral observers, government officials, journalists, and scholars. Observer reports of elections present a systematically skewed sample of cases. Social surveys also allow citizens to evaluate the quality of elections within their own country. As such, these are regarded as more legitimate than evaluations of electoral integrity based on judgments by expertsespecially international observers. Democratic principles suggest that ultimately the judgment of the domestic publics within each country should be regarded as the most appropriate arbitrator of electoral standards: who, after all, has deeper awareness of problems of intimidation, bribery, and threats in polling places? Public perceptions of electoral integrity also matter, irrespective of whether these perceptions are based on accurate, rational and informed judgments, for example perceptions about stolen or corrupt elections can generate political protests or popular uprisings. electoral integrity can also be expected to be learnt over time, with judgments becoming more informed through repeated experience. As a result, people living in countries with little or no previous history of democratic contests, and with restricted access to information about elections held abroad, may lack appropriate cues to frame their expectations and evaluations. For all these reasons, it is important to compare the results of the expert evaluations and public perceptions to check whether these coincide and, if they diverge, to seek to understand the reasons for different judgments.
The WVS perception of electoral integrity and malpractice scales
Building upon the mass survey approach, this study presents the preliminary results of two new measures, the Perception of Electoral Integrity and Electoral Malpractice scales, based on a multidimensional battery of nine items contained in the 6 th wave of the World Values Survey (WVS).
Fieldwork for the 6 th wave continues from 2010 to 2012, as this survey currently remains in progress, but the initial results which are already available can be analyzed to compare public opinion in eight diverse countries. Once fieldwork is completed, the final results of the 6 th wave WVS will expand the analysis to many other societies.
Comparative framework and case selection
The comparative framework in the eight cases selected for analysis in this study includes diverse types of regimes as well as countries in sub-Saharan Africa, post-communist Europe, and Latin America. are also compared with three liberal democracies which observers agree display higher standard of electoral integrity, functioning as a control, including Ghana, Estonia, and Uruguay. Table 3 provides background information about the election to the lower house of the national legislature or the presidential election which immediately prior to the date of the survey fieldwork in each country.
[ Table 3 about here]
Question design, measurement and aggregation
When constructing scales, it is important that they meet the requirements of measurement validity, reflecting the underlying concepts. The items which were selected for the survey reflect widelyaccepted international principles and standards, such as the requirement that votes should be fairly tabulated, the freedom of opposition candidates to run for elected office should not be restricted, and voters should not experience intimidation or violence at the polling station. These basic and minimal requirements are firmly grounded in international conventions on universal human rights. Questions where international agreement has not yet been established were avoided, such as asking whether there should be limits on campaign spending or contributions.
The electoral cycle approach adopted in this study assumes that the most overt techniques which are intentionally designed to distort the genuine will of the people arise from ballot stuffing, vote rigging and fraud on polling day and its aftermath. But many more subtle and legal techniques which also violate international standards are often employed well away from the public spotlight to limit party and candidate competition before a single ballot is cast, during the pre-election and campaigns periods, such as through overly-restrictive voter registration processes, ballot access requirements, and electoral thresholds. The items were therefore designed to reflect different stages in the electoral cycle, as shown in Figure 1 , not simply problems occurring on polling day.
The conceptualization also assumes that no country is wholly immune from problems of electoral administration and challenges of human rights. To reflect this understanding, the questions reflect universal issues which can potentially undermine electoral integrity in every country. Thus although electoral violence and bribery of voters are exceptional today in long-established democracies, the fairness of election officials and pro-government bias in TV news are common challenges for the quality of elections in every country. Respondents were asked to reply on a 4-point scale from 'very often' to 'not at all often'. These items were designed to reflect common issues in elections, described in everyday language, avoiding more technical matters which may be poorly understood, such as attitudes towards specific laws, regulations or electoral systems. The questions also ask respondents about their perceptions, rather than their direct experience. One reason is that respondents may be reluctant to acknowledge first-hand involvement in some problems, such as bribery or violence, due to fear of retribution, legal penalties, or moral norms. The significance and severity of any violations for electoral integrity also varies across the items, as does their meaning and interpretation in different contexts, for example in judging what counts as 'genuine choice' or pro-government bias in TV news. The list was ordered to intersperse positive questions about integrity and negative questions about malpractice, to encourage respondents to consider each item separately. The questions were also framed to capture perceptions of 'this country's elections' in general, at whatever level, rather than to gauge reactions to a specific contest for local, legislative or executive office. Clearly controversial results in recent high-profile contests may have been at the forefront of respondents' minds when answering, but we also sought to monitor perceptions of the usual quality of elections in each country over successive contests.
[ Table 4 about here]
Careful measurement is also important. Indices of electoral integrity are often coded using binary categories or ordinal-level measures using limited scales, denoting summary 'pass/fail' judgments. But continuous or internal-level measures are arguably preferable, providing finer-grained responses, as perceived problems arise with different degrees of severity. Responses for each of the survey item were gauged on a four-point ordinal scale, ranging from 'not at all often' to 'very often'.
Principal Component Factor Analysis with varimax rotation, shown in Table Table 5 present the proportion of respondents in each country who responded 'very' or 'fairly' often to the battery of items.
III: Public perceptions of electoral integrity and malpractice
The results of the WVS survey are summarized in Figure 2 and they are compared in more detail across all items in Table 5 [ Figure 2 about here]
Liberal democracies: Uruguay, Estonia and Ghana
Of these cases, Uruguay and Estonia displayed the most positive public evaluations of electoral integrity. In these countries, around three-quarters of the public expressed positive evaluations of the fairness of their elections. Uruguay and Estonia were also rated low on electoral malpractices by their citizens, without any problems of electoral violence and with a fairly even playing field. Uruguay's transition to democracy began in the mid-1980s, when the army and political leaders agreed to return to constitutional government and release political prisoners. In Estonia the transition process started in 1991, with the collapse of the Soviet Union; since emerging as a stable parliamentary democracy, achieving the highest per capita GDP among the former Soviet republics and becoming a leader in information technology. Today both countries are classified by Freedom House as liberal democracies which have enjoyed high levels of political rights and civil liberties for many years, and these countries have experienced a series of peaceful elections.
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[ Table 5 about here]
Among West African nations, Ghana is also widely regarded today as one of the most successful contemporary democracies on the continent. During the late-1980s the country began to move towards economic stability and the transition towards democracy. In April 1992, a constitution allowing a multiparty system was approved in a referendum, ushering in a sustained period of democracy under the fourth republic. Since then, Ghana has experienced periodic multiparty contests which international observers have regarded as free and fair. 37 In the presidential elections in December 2008, the results which were extremely close, with less than 0.5% of the vote separating the top two presidential candidates, but nevertheless the outcome was largely peaceful. The European Union was among a host of institutions observing these contests, including the Carter Centre, ECOWAS, African Union, and over 4000 representatives from the Coalition of Domestic Observers (CODEO). The EU reported that the Electoral Commission who administered the contests proved impartial, professional, and independent, ensuring the transparency of the process. Electoral observers and party agents were able to observe all stages of polling, vote counting, and aggregation. There were clear legal channels for complaints and appeals challenging the results and the Commission worked to ensure conciliation and acceptance of the process among the major stakeholders. There were some minor administrative irregularities experienced on polling day, but the Electoral Commission apologized for these and sought to rectify the situation. Disputes followed the second round of presidential voting, and tensions rose in the tight contest with some slight delays in announcing the vote, but these were eventually resolved without conflict. The perceptions of electoral integrity items show that most people in Ghana believe that their elections are fair, and that there is free competition for opposition candidates, but nevertheless they remain more critical of voter bribery and suspicious of the power of rich people to buy elections. In Kyrgystan, following the 2011 presidential elections, the OSCE observer mission report noted that there were problems in the integrity of voting, counting and tabulation with cases of ballot box stuffing, multiple and family voting, vote-buying, and bussing of voters. The survey found that citizens in this country were particularly critical of electoral officials, and they believe that there was fairly widespread malpractice, notably bias in TV news and corruption.
Autocratic regimes: Nigeria, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan and Zimbabwe
Nevertheless it is striking that in fact public perceptions of the fairness of elections were fairly similar in most of the autocracies (see Figure 2) , with Ukrainians the most critical out of those surveyed.
The OSCE observer mission reported that the 2010 Ukrainian elections largely met international standards of democratic elections, the process was transparent, and voters were offered a genuine choice of candidates, although the legal framework was deficient and unsubstantiated allegations of 
IV: Comparing public and expert evaluation indices
The contextual reading of observer reports there suggests some clear similarities in how missions assess the quality of recent elections and how citizens see them, although there are also some contrasts in these assessments. But is there more systematic evidence that mass and elite judgments coincide? The results of public perceptions from the WVS can be compared with five alternative measures constructed from coding expert evaluations of electoral integrity and malpractice (see Table   2 ). This includes (i) Sarah Birch' 
(iv) Quality of Elections Data (QED)
The fourth expert-based dataset used for comparison in the Quality of Elections Data (QED) developed by Judith Kelley. Like CIRI, this also draws upon the US State Department official reports as the source of evidence, comparing elections from 1978 to 2004. In SA1 the dataset summarizes the overall election quality of any contest using an ordinal scale according to whether the US State Department reported that a contest was acceptable (0), ambiguous (1), or unacceptable (2) in representing the will of the people. In SA2 the extent of the problem is coded, ranging from good (0), low (1), moderate (2) and high (3). Further items monitor many specific components of each election, also based recoding the official state department reports, including the quality of the legal framework, campaign environment, electoral administrative capacity, election violence, and polling day fraud. The two summary items measuring the overall election quality (SA1) and the extent of problems (SA2) were added, reversed, and standardized in a 100-point Quality of Elections scale (see the Technical Appendix).
As with the CIRI dataset, the US state department reports can be expected to be influenced by American foreign policy priorities, rather than independent or scholarly concerns, however, so the legitimacy of this resource remains to be determined.
(v) Freedom House's classification of electoral democracies
Lastly, the Freedom House general methodology monitoring political rights and civil liberties is widely familiar to most scholars. The organization rates country worldwide on an annual basis using a standard instrument with evaluations gathered from expert assessments. A binary (0/1) classification is used by Freedom House to classify a country as an 'electoral democracy' if it scores 7 points or more in total (out of a possible 12) for three political rights subcategory questions on electoral process: 1. Is the head of government or other chief national authority elected through free and fair elections? 2. Are the national legislative representatives elected through free and fair elections? 3. Are the electoral laws and framework fair? Electoral Democracies also need to score as a total of 20 points or more (out of a possible 40) for all ten political rights questions monitored by this organization. All other countries are deemed to be autocratic. Freedom House provides the broadest geographic coverage worldwide, including micro-states and even dependent territories, with the annual ratings of electoral democracies published from 1989 to 2011. Since there is a well-known tendency for smaller countries to be more democratic, it is important not to exclude them from the analysis. 47 [ Table 6 and 7 about here]
The results of the comparison of the mass and elite evaluation scores are listed for each nation in Table 6 and the correlations are presented in Table 7 . Clearly with only eight national cases, it would not be expected that the results could necessarily prove statistically significant at the conventional 0.5% level. What the correlations reveal, however, is that there is a remarkably strong and statistically significant correlation across all the expert indices. Despite their different construction, measurement, conceptualization, and sources of information, it appears that there is a broad consensus in the NELDA, QED, IEM, CIRI and Freedom House measures. These could all still be suffering from a systematic bias, for example through using similar 'Western' sources, such as election observer reports, and through the 'hall of mirrors' effect which arises from publishing indices. Nevertheless it appears that the indices share a remarkably similar evaluation of the quality of elections in the countries under comparison. The results also suggest that despite debates about conceptualization and measurement, some of the simpler measures, such as the CIRI self-determination rights index or Freedom House's simple binary classification of electoral democracies, may serve as accurate proxies for more elaborately constructed indices of electoral integrity and malpractice.
What the analysis also shows, however, is that the survey-based perceptions of electoral integrity and electoral malpractice scales are negatively correlated with each other, as expected. The perception of electoral integrity scale from the WVS is correlated significantly with the QED Quality of Elections scale (R=.721 p.04), and also strongly related to the NELDA and IEM scales (although not reaching statistical significance at the conventional 0.05 level). The WVS perception of electoral malpractice scale is correlated more weakly with the expert indices and again the relationships fail to reach statistical significance. It remains to be seen whether the eventual addition of more cases will change this interpretation.
V: Conclusions and discussion
Concern about electoral malpractice has risen on the policy agenda in the international community and among many democratic stakeholders due to the important consequences thought to flow from this phenomenon; malpractice is thought to weaken the quality of democratic governance, [ELECSD] Electoral Self-Determination This variable indicates how far citizens enjoy freedom of political choice and the legal right and ability in practice to change the laws and officials that govern them through free and fair elections (the right to selfdetermination). Limited (0): the right to self-determination through free and fair elections did not exist in law or practice. Moderate (1): citizens had the legal right to self-determination, but in practice there were some limitations. High (2): citizens had the right to self-determination through free and fair elections in both law and practice. The OSCE observer mission reported that the contests largely met international standards of democratic elections, the process was transparent, and voters were offered a genuine choice of candidates, although the legal framework was deficient and unsubstantiated allegations of electoral fraud negatively affected the election atmosphere and voter confidence in the process. 48 The opposition leader, Tymoshenko, alleged "large-scale fraud" in the country's first Presidential vote since the 2004 Orange Revolution. The coalition of Western-leaning political factions in Ukraine's Parliament disintegrated.
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Nigeria
Jan The OSCE report noted that there were problems in the integrity of voting, counting and tabulation with cases of ballot box stuffing, multiple and family voting, vote-buying, and bussing of voters.
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Note: The level of liberal democracy is measured using the Freedom House standardized 100-point score based on political rights and civil liberties. Tables 1 and 2 for the sources of these indices and the technical appendix for details about their construction. N/a Not available Tables 1 and 2 Items are aggregated for each scale and then each score is standardized to 100 points.
Nelda Electoral Integrity 2005-2010
Electoral integrity was measured in the Nelda dataset using four items: nelda11 'Before elections, are there significant concerns that elections will not be free and fair?', nelda13 'Were opposition leaders prevented from running', nelda15 'Is there evidence that the government harassed the opposition?' and, nelda16 'In the run-up to the election, were there allegations of media bias in favor of the incumbent'. These items were selected as a consistent scale on the basis of Principal Component Factor Analysis with Varimax rotation. The four items were combined and then the score was reversed and standardized.
QED 1997-2004
Electoral integrity was measured in the QED dataset by SA1 'Overall electoral quality' combined with SA2 'The extent of problems'. These items were summed and the combined scores were reversed and standardized.
IEM 1995-2007
Electoral Malpractice was measured in the IEM dataset by combining fourteen items, each measured on a 5-point scale, monitoring the Legal framework, the independence of the electoral authorities, candidate contestation, voter registration, polling arrangements, voting processes, vote counting, the role of observers, balanced coverage by the media, regulation of campaign resources, vote buying, voter intimidation, and candidate intimidation. Missing data was replaced by mean substitution to avoid dropping cases. The overall score was then standardized.
CIRI 2005-2010
Electoral Self-Determination in the CIRI dataset indicates how far citizens enjoy freedom of political choice and the legal right and ability in practice to change the laws and officials that govern them through free and fair elections (the right to self-determination). Limited (0): the right to selfdetermination through free and fair elections did not exist in law or practice. Moderate (1): citizens had the legal right to self-determination, but in practice there were some limitations. High (2): citizens had the right to self-determination through free and fair elections in both law and practice. The variable was not recoded from the original.
FH 2010
Electoral democracy: Country are rated by Freedom House as an 'electoral democracy' if they score in total 7 points or more (out of a possible 12) for the three political rights subcategory questions on electoral process: 1. Is the head of government or other chief national authority elected through free and fair elections? 2. Are the national legislative representatives elected through free and fair elections? 3. Are the electoral laws and framework fair? Countries also need to score as a total of 20 points or more (out of a possible 40) for all ten political rights questions. The classification by FH was coded as a binary variable, electoral democracy (1) or not (0). 
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